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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1. BASIS FOR STUDY. The Terms of Reference of the Joint Logistics Review Board directed
that the review include evaluation of '"various cross-servicing and single service support ar-
rangements."1 In view of the experiences gained in the Vietnam era and studies of common sup-
ply systems overseas, the Board decided to treat ""Common Supply Overseas'' as a separate sub-
ject. In this regard, a test of a Common Supply System is now being conducted in Guam, and
there have been expressions of interest in similar extensions elsewhere. The Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Installations and Logistics) requested that common supply be specifically ad-
dressed by the Board.

2. SIGNIFICANCE

a. Of the approximately 4 million line items of supply in the Department of Defense inven-
tory, slightly over 1.9 million are managed by the Defense Supply Agency (DSA), 69,000 by the
General Services Administration (GSA), and 60,000 (of which 53,000 are integrated items) by the
U.S. Army Tank Automotive Command (TACOM). The line items considered for common supply
support fall within the integrated items managed by the DSA, GSA, and TACOM.

b. The entire concept of common supply has not been documented and defined in detail,
however the philosophy of the Office of the Secretary of Defense is summarized in the following
quotations:

"We regard common supply systems in a positive sense on the basis that if one
system can perform a common task satisfactorily for two or more Defense compo-
nents, it will, if managed effectively, be able to perform the task more economically
than twc systems operating dual pipelines."2

"The concept of the use of a single supply system to support multi-Service/
Agency common supply requirements in an overseas area has been implemented by
the Department of Defense (DOD) to a limited degree in Vietnam. Expansion of the
system within Vietnam has been delayed due to in-country problems associated with
combat operations. In spite of this delay, objectives of the Common Supply System
are still considered valid; therefore, operation of the concept within a more stable
environénent and under a more limited scope appears to offer considerable advan-
tages."

c. Legitimate pressures for support of commonly used items by means of common supply
systems have developed because of documented instances of item shortages in une Service while
excesses of identical items existed in another Service in the same geographical area. The con-
ditions under which common supply should be extended and the range of items that should be sup-
ported in this manner involve key decisions in consideration cf all the factors that influence the
responsiveness, effectiveness, and economy of the resultant systems.

l.\'(-crcl:tr_\‘ of Defense, Memorandum, subject: Joint Logistic Review Board (JLRIY, 17 February 1969,

2Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics), Memorandum, subject: Comrmon Supply Svstem
for Guam, 28 April 1969,

JAssistant Seeretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics), Memorandum, subject: Common Supply System
for Guam, 4 April 1968,

.
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3. STUDY OBJECTIVES. This study has the following objectives:
o
a. Determine and evaluate the effectiveness and economy of common supply support as it
existed or evolved during the Vietnam era.
e

b. Make recommendations and establish guidelines concerning the use of common supply
support in overseas areas;, —

c. Evaluate and make recommendations concerning possible extension of the DSA. distri-
bution system to overseas areas.

4, SCOPE

a. In this monograph, the term "common supply system'’ relates to a plan for the overseas
distribution of selected DSA/GSA/TACOM materiel by a designated activity to all military ac-
tivities in a specific geographical area. The "Common Supply System (CSS)" is a plan for a total
system for overseas distribution of materiel covering all integrated items. Included in the study
is a review and evaluation of the common supply systems operated in Vietnam. The extension of
common supply to Guam, where the system has already been partially implemented, is also ex-
amined and a preliminary assessment is made of how the system might function in Japan. The
subject of common medical supply is also covered.

b. In addition to the common supply systems described above, this monograph addresses
Interservice Support Agreements (ISSAs) to the extent that they constitute an alternative or ccm-
plementary method of providing common supply support. Further, inasmuch as the basic com-
mon supply system concept envisions a single pipeline to a given overseas area for integrated
items, the question of the extension of the DSA distribution systen overseas is also considered.
One significant difference in the DSA depot approach is, of course, the ownership of the common
supplies.

c. This review does not cover common services. Further, it does not address such func-
tions as vehicle maintenance or medical services. Also excluded is the furnishing of materiel
to nonmilitary agencies of the U.S. Government.

5. ORGANIZATION. This monograph is composed of five chapters. Chapter II discusses com-
mon supply during the Vietnam era, including its application to Guam, its proposed application to
Japan, the common medical supply support system, and important trends or developments, with
details and statistics in Appendixes A through D. Suggested criteria for determining the applic.a-
tion of common supply systems in overseas areas is the subject of Chapter IIl. Additional sup-
port for this discussion is founc in Appendixes E and F. Possible extension of the DSA distribu-
tion system into overseas areas is discussed in Chapter IV. Finally, an overall summary of this
monograph is provided in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER I
COMMON SUPPLY DURING THE VIETNAM ERA

1. GENERAL. The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the Board's review of common sup-
ply during the Vietnam era. This summary is drawn from the more detailed treatment of the
subjectsfound in Appendixes A through E. Various forms of common supply were used during
the period investigated. The use of Interservice Support Agreements (ISSAs), each tailored to a
specific situation, were and continue to be the predominant worldwide method for accomplishing
common supply support. Additionally, it is well known that a considerable amount of interservice
support was obtained without formal agreements. Responsibilities for common support of Mili-
tary Assistance Advisory Groups (MAAGs) remained assigned to the military departments, who
acted in each case as administrative agent. Additionally, a variety nf common supply responsi-
bilities, as assigned by the commander of a unified command, were performed in Vietnam. Fi-
nally, a test of a common supply system is being conducted on Guam and <onsideration is being
given to the extension of common supply in other areas. Based on these experiences, this chap-
ter highlights the lessons learned and examines new trends and developments in the stocking and

distribution of materiel overseas that will have an impact on the common supply systems of the
future.

2. COMMON SUPPLY IN VIETNAM

a. Prior to the buildup, administrative and logistic support was provided to U.S. military
advisors by the Navy as administrative agent to MAAG. As of 1 January 1965 responsibility was
exercised for such support through the Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet (CINCPACFLT),
the Service Force Commander, and the Headquarters Support Activity Saigon (HSAS), which had
been organized for this purpose. The support provided to the MAAG and the U.S. Military As-
sistance Command, Vietnam (USMACYV) included subsistence, a list of common items that were
primarily administrative and housekeeping in nature, and requisitioning services. The provi-

sion of support through these channels continued during the buildup until other commands gained
the necessary capabilities.

b. Under the contingency plan of the Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC), responsi-
bility for common item supply support was to have been assigned to the Commander in Chief,
U.S. Army Pacific (CINCUSARPAC), as coordinated by Commandor, U.S. Military Assistance
Command, Vietnam (COMUSMACYV) after a 180-day period for the assembly of data on projected
requirements and establishment of capabilities. Following the adoption of a strategy of graduated
military actions and the initial landings, CINCPAC changed his operations plans, and assigned
logistic support workloads ''to adapt to Service needs and capabilities.”! In view of the predomi-
nance of Marines in the I Corps Tactical Zone (CTZ), primary logistic functions, including com-
mon item support, were assigned to CINCPACFLT in April 1965. The Army assumed these
functions for the other CTZs in Vietnam.

¢. The Naval Support Activity (NSA), Da Nang, authorized in July 1965, assumed responsi-
bility for subsistence in August and for the remaining common items in October. Capabilities
for effective support were reached in March 1966, when marginal open and covered storage was
available with a full range and depth of common items on hand. Use of this common item support
by other Services was gradual and increased as confidence was gained in the effectiveness.

d. Common item support in II, Ili, and IV CTZs depended on the establishment of an ade-

quate logistical command. The Army's 1st Logistical Command was authorized in principle in
February 1965, starting with 2 small planning group. Approval was a step-by-step process that

IGeneral Westmoreland and Admiral Sharp, Report on the War in Vietaam, 30 June 1963, p. 55.

S
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lagged behind the dcployment of combat forces. Transfer of support responsibilities from HSAS
commenced in October 1965, that for common supply being assumed by the 1st Logistical Com-
mand on 1 April 1866. Problems encountered paralleled those in other areas of supply, e.g., de-
ficiencies of organized units because reserve units were not activated, inadequacy of personnel
trained in depot operations, and lack of adequate logistic facilities in ports and depots. Another
difficulty arose because demand data was lost when the other Services would kill requisitions
not promptly filled and obtain the materiel through their own channels.

e. In the fall of 1965 a study for the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended the establishment
of a single system for the supply of comnion items to all U.S., Vietnamese, and third-country
forces. Plans were developed for common item support, by the Army, for all of South Vietnam.
Implementation was never accomplished, however, and the plan was set aside by the Secretary
of Defense in 1968. Some questions had been raised as to whether or not the single system would
be as responsive, effective, and efficient as the two systems then in effect. The basic reason for
the decision not to effect the revised system was that the massive effort required by the Army to
support its own rapidly increasing forces militated against its support of other Services. Fur-
ther, the disruption of support likely to occur while altering and expanding common item respon-
sibilities under combat conditions presented an unacceptable risk. Thus, the arrangements for
common item support, as implemented in 18965 and 1966, continued.

{. Both the Army and the Navy started with the 3,500 list of common items of HSAS. At
the start of 1968, the list in I CTZ was extended to 8,259 at the request of the other Services. It
was further expanded to 11,236 items, but later reduced to 4,931 following an analysis of demand
experience and commonality. The list was not expanded in other CTZs.

g. Opinions that were solicited from the Services by the Joint Logistics Review Board re-
garding the success of common supply in Vietnam varied. Comments ranged from the Army's
expression of general satisfaction to the Air Force's experience of unsatisfactory mission sup-
port. The Navy stated that fill rates were below acceptable standards and that support effective-
ness had never reached such a level that was totally satisfactory to Navy Customers. The Ma-
rine Corr.s advised that there were no reported instances of serious impairment of combat
capabiiity attributable to outside supply sources.

h. Among the facts and observations’ developed during this study regarding common item
support in Vietnam (see Appendix A), the following appear to be of greatest significance:

(1) CINCPAC's contingency plan, which provided for component commanders to fur-
nish common supply item requirements and assigned responsibilitly to the Army for providing
such support 180 days after execution of the plan, was basically sound. As circumstances ac-
tually developed, however, it was appropriate that common supply responsibilities in I CTZ ve
assigned to the Navy, since it extended Navy Logistic support to combat forces that were pre-
dominantly Marines beyond the amphibious phase of combat operations and made full use of avail-
able capabilities of all the Services. Further, this change in plan was appropriate in view of the
nature of thc operations and the geography of I CTZ with logistics support centered in the main
port and base at Da Nang.

(2) A stable, definitive list of common items appropriate for common supply support
was not included in CINCPAC's contingency plans or developed by the Services in Vietham. HSAS
initially produced « list of items that was essentially made up of a variety of administrative and
housekeeping items. The completeness of this list and the multiservice use of these items was
never verificd. In 1989 NSA Da Nang developed a list of some 4,800 items based on demand and
multiservice use that was conceivably a better list. It is of interest to note that, where common
use was used as a criteria, none of the lists developed for common item support constituted more
than a relatively small portioa of the total line items stocked by the Services in Vietnam. !n
many cases, however, they were high-value demand items.

(3) The lack of a well defined list of common itéems with acceptable substitutes to be

supported through common supply was a weakness of the common supply systems that evolved in
Vietnam. It left supported activities in a quandary as to what common items of supply shouid be
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requisitioned through common supply channels, and supplying activities could not be sure which
items would be requested and, therefore, should be stocked.

(4) Many items of common construction materiel suitable for common support were
not included on common supply lists. As a consequence, these items were not centrally ordered,
controlled, and stocked under a singie supplier. The fact that a common supply approach was
not used for the most part with this commodity may have contributed to the shipping and port
congestion, storage problems, and, ultimately, 1o the creation of the temporary and permanent
excesses that occurred in Vietnam.

(5) From the beginning of the Vietnam conflict, subsistence (Class I) items were
supported on a common supply basis. Although difficulties were encountered at times in some
areas of Vietnam, the effectiveness of support of this commodity was adequate. The same gen-
eral comments apply to the military system for common support of those petroleum, oil, and
lubricants (POL) products used by more than one Service in Vietnam (see POL Monograph).

(6) Self-service stores proved to be an efficient and effective way of i: sing common
supply items. Stores operated by NSA Da Nang stocked from 1,300 to 2,400 ite™5 out of a total
range of up to 60,000 to 100,000 items, yet these stores accounted for as much as 66 percent of
the monthly issues.

(7) To the extent that the performance of Service supply systems was affected by
delays in construction of facilities, personnel deficiencies, and other in-country operating dif-
ficulties, common supply performance was equally affected.

(8) The use of common supply in Vietnam was in some cases inhibited by the pro-
cedural problems and incompatibilities that existed between Service supply systems prior to and
after implementation of common supply procedures. Despite the many previous actions to make
Service systems standard and compatible, a satisfactory interface of Service systems has not ye
been established.

(9) In attempting to develop a plan for single Service support in Vietnam, the difter-
ent funding philosophies of the Services cannot be reconciled. The Navy and Marine Corps, who
extend financial accountability to the field level both in and out of combat zones, were set up to
handle such transactions in Vietnam. Cross-Service funding suited their accounting practices
and, therefore, was preferred over common-Service funding. The Army, as a matter of policy,
did not extend financial accountability to the theater. Not being geared to handle cross-service
funding at the direct support unit level, the Army was, to a great extent, committed to common-
service funding. The solution to this major issue and impasse has been to "work around" the
problem, but a uniform funding approach is needed to overcome this weakness.

(10) The two systems for common supply in Vietnam were operated totally independ-
ently of each other. No uniformity over the procedures utilized was prescribed; neither were the
ranges of items supported dictated. Furthermore, all of the Services did not require the use of
common supply channels as a normal procedure. When common support was unsatisfactory, the
activities being supported began relying on the supply systems of their respective Services in
order to assure adequate support of their forces. Then supporting activities were unable to
compile valid demand data and establish appropriate stock levels; and the common supply opera-
tion suffered.

(11) No economic yardstick was available to measure the ccsts or savings attributable
to common supply. Even without economic aspects based on Vietnam experience, it is apparent
that common supply is advantageous for support of such high-volume commodities as subsistence
items and selected items of construction material.

i. Appendix A to this monograph reviews the experiences with common supply in Vietnam
and includes relevant data and Service comments.
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3. INTERSERVICE SUPPORT AGREEMENTS

a. ISSAs were used extensively for supplies as well as other forms of logistic support
during the Vietnam era. These agreements, essentially contracts with explicit responsibilities
and relationships between the command being supported and the supporting command, were
flexible and could be altered on relatively short notice when conditions changed.

b. Based on those ISSAs for which data are available, the value of support provided through
ISSAs grew from $229 million in FY 65, of which the Pacific accounted for 26 percent, to $502.7
million in FY 69, 52 percent in the Pacific. Approximately 65 percent of each of these two FY
expenditures was concerned with supply support.

¢. Further information on ISSAs during this period is provided in Appendix E.

4. COMMON SUPPLY SYSTEM, GUAM

a. The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) selected Guam as an appropriate location
for an overseas test of common supply with the prospect of achieving definite economies of op-
eration without degradation of supply effectiveness.

b. In February 1966 the Navy Department had been requested by the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Installations & Logistics) (ASD(I&L)) to review U.S. Government supply activities on
Guam for determining areas of potential consolidation. The results of this study, which were
transmitted to OSD in February 1967, pointed out that the additional costs would far exceed the
projected minimal savings. In 1967 a special review and evaluation of these consolidation possi-
bilities on Guam was conducted by the OSD Deputy Comptroller for Internal Audit. This was, in
essence, an evaluation of the conclusions arrived at in the previous study. This study presented
findings and conclusions that were, to a great extent, parallel to those of the previous Navy study.
Among other findings, the audit report concluded that a great deal of constructive effort had
been riade in the direction of consolidated supply support by use of ISSAs; that an opportunity
for a substantial increase in this type of support apparently did not exist at this time; that a
recommendation to consolidate supply management of Defense Supply Agency (DSA) items was
inappropriate; and that establishment of one wholesale supply source for all DSA/General Serv-
ices Administration (GSA) items utilized did not appear to be justified at that time.

c. In April 1968, the two previous studies notwithstanding, the Department of the Navy was
requested, with assistance of the Departments of the Army and the Air Force, to develop a plan
for a common supply system on Guam wherein the Naval Supply Depot (NSD), Guam would be the
supplier. Specific guidance was furnished on the items for inclusion, ownership of materiel, pro-
cedures to be applied, activities to be supported, and facilities to be used.

d. The completed plan furnished to OSD by the Department of the Navy in September 1968
was accompanied by qualifying conditions from both the Navyand the Air Force. It provided for
implementation in three phases, the fir st of which accommodated only items commonnly used by
both NSD Guam and Andersen Air Force Base. The second phase concerns other U.S. Govern-
ment agencies/departments for items common to them and to NSD Guam. The third phase pro-
vides for support by NSD Guam of all integrated (DSA/GSA/U.S. Army Tank Automotive Com-
mand (TACOM)-managed) items to all Sorvices, agencies, and departments.

e. ASD(I&L) directed that phases I and IT be implemented and that Phase III be deferred to
facilitate implementation of the first two. A Navy reclama, based on austere funding, a ceiling
reduction in pzrsonnel despite the need for increased billets to perform the required additional
functions, and the fact that the common items represented a small percentage of the items used
by the military on Guam, was rejected. Phases I and Il of the plan were implemented on 1 Sep-
tember 1969.

f. The system implcmented on Guan: is the first and the only existing system that is
structured to eventually embody the features of a formalized overseas Common Supply System

10
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(CSS). Its use is, by direction, mandatory. The stated OSD objective is ultimately to have all
integrated items in overseas areas supported by CSSs.2

g. The Air Force objected to Phase III on the basis that it would not improve support on
Guam and that the additive costs involved were unnecessary and unjustified. This phase has not
been implemented.

h. Appendix B to this monograph details the development of this system, documents ref-
erences, and contains descriptive information and analytical data relating to the Guam test of
common supply. The most significant facts and findings developed during this study regarding
common supply on Guam are as follows:

(1) A common supply system (CSS) on Guam is feasible. As to the degree of support
that can be expected from the activity performing the CSS mission, there is no reason to believe
that satisfactory issue effectiveness could not be maintained in response to routine requests for
materiel, once adequate and appropriate stock levels have been reached. Some difficulty and
delay may be experienced in the physical handling of materiel and the processing of issues if
manpower resources equal to the increased workload generated under common supply are not
provided.

(2) The customer of common supply on Guam has certain advantages that can be
readily identified. With supplies close at hand, activities supported can, with a reasonable de-
gree of safety, reduce levels of stocks carried. With a shorter pipeline, stocks are normally
more readily available when needed.

(3) The potential value of sich a system on Guam is limited by the fact that only 8
percent of the integrated items are common to Andersen AFB and NSD, Guam. Further, of the
5,115 items identified under the criteria established, the Air Force has classified 1,500 as
"mission-oriented" and therefore not appropriate for common supply.

(4) Based upon observations of NSD Guam after only 4 months of experience with
common supply, it appears that sufficient time has not elapsed for the operation to have stabilized.
The requisitioning voluine from the Air Force is short of projections, and it would appear doubt-
ful that a mcuthly volume of 5,000 will be attained. This is due to the fact that no action has been
taken by Andersen AFB to reduce stock levels beyond decreasing Order and Ship Time.

(5) According to the report, one of the primary problems in implementing common
supply involved the interface between the Air Force stock control system, which utilizes an ad-
vanced computer, and NSD Guam's system, which utilizes an antiquated card system. The Air
Force submits requisition modifiers, cancellations, or follow-up requests that are automatically
produced by their mechanized system. Upon receipt, NSD Guam must manually process these
requests.

(6) Of the 3,195 demands received from Andersen AFB between September and De-
cember 1969, NSD Guam recorded issues of 2,464—an issue effectiveness of 77 percent.

(1) Essentially, the common supply concept has the effect of transferring the requisi-
tion proceasing and distribution functions of depots and inventory control points (ICPs) in the con-
tinental United States (CONUS) to the overseas common supply supportinyg activity. The undesir-
ability of this workload transfer is partially ofiset where common i*ems are supported and some
benefits are derived. When no common usage between Services exists, there are no offsetting
advantages to compensate for the increased workload that falls on the supporting activity, and no
justification is seen for extending common supply to include items used only by one Service.

2assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics), Memorandum, subject: Common Supply System
for Guam, 4 April 1968.

11
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(8) The greatest concern regarding effectiveness centers on the ability of the sup-
porting activity to cope with emergency requirements of its requisitioners. Responsiveness to
emergencies may not be sufficiently timely even if the supporting activity has stock available.
For example, the Air Force has established response time frames ranging from 15 minutes to
8 hours to meet flight line requirements. The possibility that any offbase supporting activity
could respond to such short time frames in more than a few cases is considered remote. The
distances between activities and the time required to deliver materiel are both deciding and
limiting fa=tors. Another factor is the capability of supporting activities to react to emergency
situations. NSD Guam, for example, has recently suffered a cut of 26 percent in its operations
and maintenance budget. This cut has resulted in the curtailment of many services previously
performed, including the delivery of materiel after normal working hours, even in emergencies.
Circumstances such as these have an adverse impact on effectiveness. The operation of this
CSS adds a requirement for services by NSD Guam at a time when its capability is diminished
because of greater austerity.

(9) In brief, the introduction of the common supply system on Guam is resulting in
increased workload, investment, and transportation costs. Savings sufficient to compensate for
these added costs have not been identifiad.

5. JAPAN AS A POSSIBLE COMMON SUPPLY SITE

a. To determine if the item profile on Guam was typical or unique, and in consideration
of knowledge that Japan was also being considered by the OSD for a common supply system,
representative stockage profiles from Service activities in Japan were obtained and analyzed.
This study match-merged 243,756 integrated- (DSA/GSA/TACOM-managed) item cards by federal
stock number, representing 213,354 separate line items stocked by large Army, Navy, and Air
Force activities in a general geographical area. Only 2.5 percent were common to the three
Services and the highest degree of commonality between two Services was 9 percent. The {ol-
lowing table indicates the commonality factors:

Activities Items Common Items Common Total Columns Percent Common

_Merged to Two to All Three 2and 3 to Two*
Army/Air Force 2,870 5,353 8,223 6
Navy/Air Force 5,713 5,353 11,086 7
Army/Navy 12,113 5,353 17,466 9

*Note: Total line item counts by Service are shown in paragraph 2a, page C-3.

b. Appendix C to this monograph details the statistical information gathered and further
explains the analysis and findings. Appendix F describes time, distance, and traffic factors that
would afrect distribution of supplies.

c. As in the case of Guam, commonality between two Services does not differ greatly (7 to
9 percent in Japan versus 8 percent on Guam). Time, distance, and traffic factors, however, are
considerably more severe.

6. COMMON MEDICAL SUPPLY SYSTEM

a. In 1968, the Army responded to a request from the OSD by conducting a Common Medi-
cal Supply Study to determine the most advantageous arrangement for providing medical materiel
support for all Services in South Vietnam, Thailand, Korea, Japan, and Okinawa. The study
sought to determine whether requisitions from all Services for common medical supplies should
be routed through Army Medical Supply Channels in Vietnam and Okinawa.

b. ‘The study resulted in no chiange to the cxisting support pattern in Vietnam, Thailand,
and Japan, where each Service provides for its own medical supply support. The Common
Medical Supply System was adopted in Korea and Okinawa, with the Army depots in these two
countries designated to support the instaliations of the other Services commencing in 1970.
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c. The details relating to this study, icgether with descriptive information and service
comments, are in Appendix D. In brief, the study indicated that fewer requisitions will be for-
warded to CONUS, bulk shipments will increase, and the source of supply will be closer to the
user. Conversely, an increased investment in inventory will be required, a net increase in op-
erating costs will result, and personnel strengths will be modestly increased.

7. NEW TECHNIQUES AND TRENDS

a. The stocking of materiel overseas and the distribution of materiel to overseas activi-
ties will be influenced considerably in the future by lessons learned during the Vietnam War.
For example, reliance on overseas depots will decrease hecause of the rapidity with which re-
quirements can be electronically transmitted from combat theaters to CONUS supply sources,
processed by computers, and, if appropriate, transported by airlift. The Air Force, which
matches or excels the other Services in exploiting these capabilities, has eliminated overseas
depots.

b. Another development that occurred during the Vietnam era and promises to have a pro-
found effect on the movement and distribution of materiel was the introduction of containerized
service. The full potential of containers is yet to be realized, but every form of materiel dis-
tribution will need continuous evaluation as the proper use of containers evolves and they be-
come an integral part of distribution systems. One objective currently being pursued involving
the use of containers is the direct throughput of materiel from source to final user as far for-
ward as possible. Direct shipments to users without intermediate handling is considered to be
the most advantageous manner in which containers can be employed. Such direct shipments
would tend to decrease dependence on common supply systems as well as Service depots in for-
ward areas.

c. Materiel requirements for combat service support forces were unduly large in Vietnam
as a result of maximizing logistics functions in the theater of operations. By limiting the level
of logistical activity, particularly maintenance, performed in an overseas theater to that which
cannot feasibly be perfrimed elsewhere, a decrease in theater stockage could be effected. Stocks
retained overseas would then generally be restricted to fast moving, repetitive demand items
(see Supply Management and Maintenance monographs for additional discussion). Many items
that will not qualify for stocking overseas but may be required periodically will be moved by air
as requirements arise. This stockage concept recognizes and takes advantage of the increased
air capability which the C-5A aircraft will contribute to the defense posture. The items in this
air movement category will consist primarily of repair parts, insurance items, and high-cost
repairable materiel.

d. Reduced range and depth of stockage overseas and increased use of airlift and con-
tainers will have a decided impact on the economies and effectiveness of common supply sys-
tems. Reduction of stocks in range and depth and increased use of airlift are expected to have
the greatest impact on service-peculiar items, thereby enhancing common supply support pros-
pects by increasing the percentage of overseas stocks that are used by two or more Services.

8. CONCLUSIONS

a. Common supply support of high-density items with a predictable demand, such as sub-
sistence and gelected items of packaged and bulk POL, was generally performed effectively in
Vietnam. Evidence exists that other high volume items used by two or more Services, such as
selected items of construction material, could have been supplied more efficiently had common
supply procedures been used (see Construction Monograph) (paragraphs 2a, 2c, and 2h).

b. Performance of Service supply systems was affected by delays in construction of facili-
ties, personnel deficiencies, inadequate automatic data processing equipment, permissive req-
uisitioning procedures, and other in-country operating difficulties. As a result, effectiveness in
supply of housekeeping items and repair parts was varied and often unsatisfactory. Insufficient
cost and performance data were recorded in Vietnam to permit a valid evaluation of the relative
effectiveness and efficiency of these common supp!ly systems (paragraphs 2d and 2h).
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c. A standard list of items to include acceptable substitutes, suitable for common supply
in contingency operations should be developed by the Services. That list should be used by the
commander of a unified command in the planning phase in determining which items would be
supplied by common supply procedures. For the selected items, a phased shift from Service
supply channels should be made under the control of the commander of a unified command as

soon as requirements can be developed and capabilities for effective common support estab-
lished (paragraphs 2f and 2h).

d. Full use should be made of Interservice Support Agreements in local situations wher-
ever overall effectiveness and efficiency can be enhanced (paragraph 3).

e. Preliminary indications are that support of common items on Guam under the common
system installed is satisfactory. It is resulting, however, in increased investment costs, addi-
tional workload, and other costs associated with common suppiy support, without evidence of
significant economic benefits being realized. No justification is seen for extending common
supply to include items used only by one Service (paragraph 4).

f. Other applications of common supply systems should be determined on a case-by-case
basis after detailed analysis of the costs associated with multiple processing of requisitions,
additional handling, and transport~tion as related to supply responsiveness (all paragraphs).

g. Trends in the reduction of overseas stockage with increased reliance on airlift, im-
proved communications, and development of logistics systems that exploit the application of
containers in the movement and storage of supplies, will have considerable influence on the
performance arnd economics of future common supply systems (paragraph 6).

h. There is a need for the establishment of sound criteria to apply when making future

decisions regarding the proper application of common supply systems in overseas areas (all
paragraphs).
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CHAPTER Il
CRITERIA FOR COMMON SUPPLY IN
OVERSEAS AREA

1. INTRODUCTION. To achieve the benefits of common supply systems under conditions where
costs are minimized and savings are promoted, itis essential that these systems be designed to
opera‘e within certain criteria. Consideration must be given to a number of factors that affect
the performance of common supply systems. These factors include mission, cost, and resource
considerations; the environment under which these systems can be operated most successfully;
recognition of techniques and trends in the shipment, stocking, and distribution nf materiel over-
seas; funding and procedural matters; the implementation and control of common supply systems
in: both peacetime and contingency situations; and, of greatest importance, the selection of the
range of items to be supported by means of common systems. These factors, relevant conclu-
sions, and recommendations as to the criteria for the application of common supply systems are
presented in this chapter.

2. SELECTION OF ITEMS

a. The items stocked by individual activities overseas consist of both service-managed
and integrated manager (Defense Supply Agency (DSA)/General Services Administration (GSA)/
U.S. Army Tank Automotive Command (TACOM)) items. A wide range of both types of iiems is
represented on most inventories as shown in Appendixes A, B, and C.

b. The analysis of the common supply operation on Guam (Appendix B) indicates that the
proposal to support all integrated items under this concept is impractical. The costs that would
be incurred are excessive. It requires the stocking of thousands of items and the needless proc-
essing of numerous transactions by a third party that has no interest in or use for the items
concerned. Moreover, no increased effectiveness or economic advantage is obtained by support-
ing noncommon integrated items under common supply systems.

c. Therefore, as a starting point, common supply systems should be concerned with items
that are common to two or more Services. Even among common-use items, however, certain
exceptions should be made. First, certain technical items, such as repair parts for military
equipment and combat-essential o1 mission-oriented items, because of their limited use and
special application, are more susceptible to direct support arrangements. As pointed out in the
Guam portion of this study, most critical or emergency situations that may arise and confront
a supporting activity would be concentrated in this particular area. Better effectiveness will
result if assets of these types of iteins are concentrated at using activities.

d. A second category of items that appears to have only marginal potential for common
supply treatment are those that have a small annuai dollar demand. These items are more
costly to order than to hold and should be ordered in economic order quantities (EOQ). Remov-
ing items of this nature from those to be supplied by common supply systems would greatly re-
duce the workload at the field level by eliminating the need to process requisitions for inconse-
quential amounts.

e. The reduction of the range of common items to be supported through common systems
that would be accomplished by the two above exclusions would leave a hard-core group of items
that seem most appropriate for distribution through common support chanrels.

{. For the purpose of selecting the range of integrated managed items to be included in
common supply systems, such items could be stratified in three categories:
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(1) Category I-Items that have high, stable, predictable demands, amount to large
bulk and tonnage, andare used by two or more Services in the overseas area heing considered
(e.g., subsistence items; packaged petroleum, oil, and lubricants (POL); bulk petroleum, such
as motor gasoline; and selected construction materials).

(2) Category II—-Items that are used by two or more Services but do not meet the
stable and high demand criteria of Category I.

(3) Category IlI—-Items that are used by only one Service in the area.

d. The Category I items are clearly suited to common supply cystem support. As indi-
cated in the examples above, there are some categories of materiel that meet all the criteria
for this category and should be considered for inclusiun in any common supply system. Subsist-
ence items are particularly well suited to common supply support arrangements, and common
support of subsistence items in Vietnam was very effective. Other commodities not shown as
examples above, such as clothing, medical, automotive, and general supplies, also wili .nclude
items that meet the Category I criteria and should be included in common supply support ar-
rangements.

h. Category II may include items suitable for inclusion in common supply support arrange-
ments, depending on the significance of the costs involved and the degree of disruption of normal
supply channels. Determinations must be made on an individual-item basis for materiel falling
into this category.

i. The Joint Logistics Review Board can find no sound reas: . for including Category III
items in a common supply support arrangement. To include these items in 2 common supply
support arrangement would force an abnormal support system under the facade of common sup-
ply, when in fact there is no common usage.

j. Positive ideniification of common supply items (and all valid substitutes) should be ac-
complished by joint action of the Services using the guidelines and criteria developed above.
Once identified, these items should be compiled in a common supply catalog to be used overseas
whenever common supply systems are established. Such a catalog would clearly define the
boundaries of common supply and overcome a serious weakness of previous systems. In addi-
tion to the broad guidelines provided by the category definition outlined above, the items included
in these catalogs should reflect further considerations discussed in the succeeding paragraphs.

3. MISSION CONSIDERATIONS. Because of reasons of strategic importance, response time, or
other unique or critically essential factors, the assigned mission of a military activity may dic-
tate that it be entirely self-sufficient from a logistic viewpoint. These factors would preclude
such an activity from being dependent on 2 common supply system but would not rule out the
possibility of it providing another organizz.tion common supply support.

4. COST CONSIDERATIONS. A reasonably detailed cost study should be performed in conjunc-
tion with each proposed common supply sysiem application. The analysis of the Guam application
presented in Appendix B is illustrative of such a study as it addresses the principal cost elements
associated with ordering and holding supplies as well as other workload factors that may influ-
ence personnel strengths. The cost study should not only be used as one basis for the determina-
tion of whether or not a common supply system application is warranted, but may, in some cir-
cumstances, suggest which of iwo or more Service activities should function as the common
supplier. For example, differences in stocking and reordering practices may indicate that sig-
nificant savings would be achieved by having a Service that is not the dominant user provide the
common supply support.

5. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

a. The establishment of common supply systems should be considered for only those areas
where locai conditions and circumstances make it practical to do so. In a geographical sense,
this means that supporting and supported activities be so located that time and distance factors
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are not inordinately lengthy and that backhauling of supplies is not required. The pattern and
schedule of in-country transportation delivery systems must be considered. Transporation costs

and port handling costs require evaluation to insure that hasic common support economies are
not undone.

b. Mission and 1esource considerations should always be examined in the context of the
local environment. One aspect of this factor that merits special mention is that of possible or
probable change. That is, the current and future missions of military activities involved should
be reviewed to forestall changes to support arrangements in the event of mission reduction or
base closure. Similarly, common supply systems should not be established whare likely contin-
gencies will require a change.

6. PIPELINE CONSIDERATIONS

a. A major avowed purpose of common supply systems is to consolidate materiel pipelines
to support multi-Service supply requirements. Theoretically, common supply seeks to achieve
a single supply line for integrated items to overseas customers in specified localities. Factually,
however, this single line satisfies but a portion of the requirements of these activities. The
Services each manage items that flow through Service pipelines to their worldwide bases. These
lines are neither eliminated nor substantially altered by common supply lines and their retention
is, of course, necessary. In describing the distribution of materiel from CONUS to overseas
locations, it is inaccurate to assume that Service pipelines are duplicative. Most of the integrated
managed materiel moving overseas is not duplicated, since the vast majority of the items have
but single Service use in a given area. Duplication actually exists only with respect to items

commonly used by two or more Services, and it is only in this area that potential savings may
be realized.

b. For overseas requisitioners there are as many pipelines as there are depots that sup-
ply these requisitioning activities. For example, an Air Force activity would be served by five
Air Materiel Areas (AMAs), nine DSA defense depots, at least one GSA regional depot, and each
depot stocking TACOM items. Under common supply systems, the number of activities requisi-
tioning upon CONUS would be reduced, but the number of poinis from which integrated items are
shipped would remain unchanged. This factor becomes important when evaluating shipment con-
solidation possibilities, as well as other pipeline considerations such as requisitioning proce-
dures, handling, and movement. Possible simplifications, as well as complexities, that could
result from increased application of common supply systems are described in Appendix F.

c. Responsive supply support is currenily being provided to overseas customers through
direct support from CONUS sources, whether through Service or integrated manager channels.
Common supply will affect integrated supply lines somewhat by reducing flow to individual ac-
tivities and increasing flow to supporting activilies in a given area. Alteration of satisfactorily
performing systems to accomplish additional consolidations shouid depend on proven increased
support effectiveness or greater economy without any reduction in such effectiveness.

7. IMPLEMENTATION AND CONTROL

4. Whether in a peacetime situation or a wartime environment, the responsibility for jm-
plementing common supply systems, if assigned to commanders of unified commands in accor3-
ance with the authority currently vested in them by JCS Publication 2 ior common supplies and
services, will ensure greater enforcement and uniformity in each respective area of commiind.

b. Commanders of unified commands, through subordinate commanders and component
commanders, are in superior positions to (1) assess the appropriate geographical areas and
make the determination as to where common supply systems would be appropriate; (2) decide
which activities will participate: and (3) decide which Service will be tasked to provide common
item support. It is perfectly conceivable that responsibility for suppert in a given areua will be
assigned to more than one Service based un Service capability, dominant Service presence, and
location of activities that logically can provide support.
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c. Jointly developed Service implementation and operational guidelines will assist direct-
ing authorities in the establishment of common supply systems.

d. Incorporation of the manner in which common supply support will be employed in emer-
gency situations into the contingency plans of commanders of unified commands will be of value.
A particularly important element of this planning would be the phasing-in of common supply into
a combat theater. In a combat environment, the establishment of effective common supply sup-
port is dependent on the availability of adequate storage facilities, trained personnel on the scene,
forecasts of requirements for the forces to be supported, and the acquisi’ion of sufficient stocks
to achieve a satisfactory degree of effectiveness. Until these conditions are attained, providing
materiel in other categories of common supply is appropriately a responsibility of the Service
concerned with its use, through it own channels or by special arrangements with other Services.
The period of up to 180 days specified in the plans of the Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC)
to build up and establish common supply appears sound. In some instances and for some cate-
gories, however, the introduction of common supply into a theater of operations cannot wait until
the above conditions are met. For example, immediate control may be required for subsistence
items, selected items of POL, and heavily used construction supplies, as well as individual items
of other commodities subject to early interservice competition.

8. USE OF INTERSERVICE SUPPORT AGREEMENTS

a. Interservice Support Agreements (ISSAs) are locally negotiated arrangements wherein
materiel or services are provided by an installation cf one Service to an installation of another
Service. ISSAs are used extensively both in CONUS and overseas. They constitute an alterna-
tive or complementary method of achieving certain aspects of common supply and should be con-
sidered whenever a formal common supply system must be rejected for one of the reasons de-
scribed in the preceding paragraphs.

b. The major advantage of ISSAs rests in their inherent flexibility. For example, where
loca! procedural or financial accountability differences mitigate against the establishment of a
formal common supply system; a special ISSA might be negotiated that would provide the desired
level of common support. In this manner, cost savings or improved effectiveness could be
achieved without a requirement to make other adjustments, deemed at that point in time as unde-
sirable, that would be necessary to establish a comprehensive common supply system.

c. ISSAs are discussed in more detail in Appendix E.
9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

a. Conclusions

(1) Common supply offers an opportunity to provide effective and economical support
of inilitary activities overseas. Common supply support should be estabiished for integrated
management items that have high, stable, predictable demands, amount to large bulk and tonnage,
and are used by two or more Services in an overseas area. Clear-cut examples of such items
are subsistence items and common construction materiel. On the other hand, there is no appar-
ent merit in having one Service stocking materie! and providing support to another Service that
is the only user of that materiel (paragraph 2).

(2) The Services should jointly develop a list of common supply item <=, with accept-
able substitutes indicated, to be published in 2 common supply item catalog; jointly establizh and
agree to common supply and funding procadures; and require use of common supply as a normal
procedure, wherever implemented (paragraph 2).

(3) In certain areas, common support may or may not be practical or desirable in
whole or in part depending on time and distance factors, significant backhauling problems, in-
sufficient resources, situations that could impair mission performance, and abnormal costs
caused by local conditions. Whethcr or not likely contingencies will require changes is also an
important consideration (paragraph 5).
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(4) In combat or contingency situations, involving joint operations, the commanders
of unified commands should select in advance the Service or Services to be responsible for com-
mon supply following the dominant user principle. As the commander of a unified command and
as authorized by JCS Publication 2 (Articles 30603 and 30605), the Commander in Chief Pacific's
designation of common supply responsibilities in Vietnam followed this principle (paragraph 7).

(5) A prerequisite for efficient common supply support is lead time for implementa-
tion. The decision to implement must be firm and reached at an early date; however, in many
fast developing situations, the phase-over to common supply may be programmed as late as 180
days from the date of the decision (paragraph 7).

(6) Supply support of some inilitary activities in a given geographical location where
common supply has not been established can be accomplished through Interservice Support Agree-
ments, a flexible means of making local support arrangements (paragraph 8).

b. Recommendations. The Board recomends that:

(CS-1) Common supply overseas be applied to a definitive list of items, substitutes
included, jointly developed by the Services; that common supply be implemented with a jointly
prepared set of common supply and funding procedures; that it be used as a normal procedure
whenever implemented; that implementation in both peacetime and emergencies be at the direc-
tion of commanders of unified commands following tiie principles of JCS Publication 2, Section 6,
in assigning responsibility for common supply to Services; that commanders of unified commands
tailor implementations as to items to be supported, designate the Service or Services to provide
such support, and schedule the phasing-in of common supply in times of emergency; and that the
specific determinations made regarding common supply support during emergencies be included
in appropriate contingency plans (conclusions (1), (2), (4), and (5)).

(CS-2) In jointly developing a catalog of integrated manager items to be supplied
under common supply procedures, the Scrvices categorize such items as follows:

(1) Category I-Items that have high, stable, predictable demands, amount to
large bulk and tonnage, and are used by two or more Services in the uverseas area being con-
sidered.

(2) Category II—-Items that are used by two ur more Services but do not meet
the stable and high-demand criteria of Category I.

(3) Category IlI-Items that are used by only one Service in the overseas area
being considered {(conclusions (1) and (2)).

(CS-3) When jointly deciding whether integrated manager items should be included
in a comnion supply system, the Services utiliz> the following decision rules:

(1) All Category I items should normally be included in the common supply
systen.

(2) All Category II items should be carefully reviewes to determine which
ilems must be included in the common supply system being established, v ith due consideration
being given to the significance of the costs involved and to the impacts cn normal Service supply
procedures.

{3) All Category Il items should normally be excluded from the common sup-
p.y system (conclusions (1}, (2), (3), (5), and (6)).

(CS-4) The commanders of unified commands and appropriate service commands,

in carrying out their responsibilities for providing and arranging supply support of their forces
in peacetime or during war, use the following criteria for initiating common supply:
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(1) Mission performance of supported activities will be improved.
(2) Common supply economies override additional costs at local level.
(3) Resources are sufficient to provide the required support.
(') Time and distarce factors do not adversely affect performance.

(5) Considerable backhauls will not be involved.

(6) Likely contingencies will not require a change (conclusions (3), (4), and (5)).

(CS-5) In addition to common supply as directed by the commanders of unified com-
mands, the Services be encouraged by the commanders of unified commands to augment common
supply support through the use of Interservice Support Agreements where a potential exists
among individual Service activities for this type of support (conclusion (6)).

(CS-6) The Office of the Secretary of Defense reject the concept of providing over-

seas support for the full range of Defense Supply Agency/General Services Administration/U.S.
Army Tank Automotive Command items through common supply systems (all conclusions).
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CHAPTER IV
ESTABLISHMENT OF DSA DISTRIBUTION
POINTS OVERSEAS

1. INTRODUCTION. Other portions of this report discuss when and how a common supply sys-
tem should be implemented for the distribution of materiel to overseas areas. Normally, it is
envisioned that these systems would be operated by a designated Service through an appropriate
activity of that Service in the geographical area concerned. It is possible, however, that some
wholesale common supply support overseas could be performed by the Defense Supply Agency
(DSA) through the establishment of distribution points overseas. In view of this possibility, this

chapter examines some of the considerations that the Joint Logistics Review Board believes are
important to such a decision.

2. BACKGROUND

a. Several fundamental considerations are involved in the question of the management of
DSA items in overseas areas. These include the basic responsibilities of the military depart-
ments, Services, and unified commands; the relationship to the logistic systems of the Services

and their supply distribution channels; military considerations in forward areas; and the points
at which the Services should have full control and ownership.

b. Prior to the establishment of DSA and in connection with the assignment of integrated
management responsibilities to the military departments, senior logistic officers of the Services
set forth principles of logistic management and projected the application of these principles to
functional areas. The principle set forth with regard to distribution was as follows:

"B. Principle:

"Each Military Service must maintain its own operationally sensitive
distribution system of sufficient scope to provide taiiored combat support.

"Rationale: At some point in the total distribuiion system from producer
to military user in an actual or potential combat envirornment, the distribution
system must be specifically tailored to support combat operations. Since each
of the Services operates to discharge its assigned missions in essentially dif-
ferent combat postures, the ands of distribution systems must be oriented to-
ward the peculiar operational requirement of each Service, including the re-
quirements placed on the Services by the Unifiad and Specified Commands."!

In the application of the principles one of the areas noted as requiring understanding of Service/
Integrated Material Manager relationships was:

"Integrated Materiel Managers distribution system should extend as far into
the support operations of each Military Service as each Service's military commit-
ments may permit. This maximum extension of distribution responsibilities will re-
sult in the maximum of economy by reducing the need for Service inventory invest-
men!, management and distribution capability. However, the Integraied Materiel

Managerz's distribution system must be tailored to satisfy Military Service require-
ments."

1

Department of Defense Agreement (Military Logistics Chiefs), Interservice Agreement on Principles and

2!-‘uncllom|l Assignments in the Area of Combat Supply Services, 2 May 1961.
Ibid.
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c. The above principle and rationale are in recognition of the fact that the logistic systems
of the Services are, and for maximum effectiveness must be, tailored to their different roles and
missions, and the nature and environment of their operations. They must be responsive to dy-
namically changing situations involving mobile forces under both normal and combat conditions.
The integrity of the individual Service system becomes increasingly important as the likelihood
cr intensity of combat increases.

d. The secretaries of the military departments are responsible for the readiness and
logistic support of the forces of the Department. In the case of forces assigned to the operational
control of a commander of a unified command, responsibilities are exercised through the Service
chains of command, with ccirdination being exercised by the commander of the unified command
concerned. These basic responsibilities are set forth in Volume II of this report. Forces as-
signed to the commander of a unified command are under his full operational command. He is
authorized to exercise directive authority in the field of logistics to insure effectiveness and
economy in operations and the prevention or elimination of unnecessary duplication of facilities
and overlapping of functions among the Service components. Under wartime conditions and when
critical situations make diversion of the normal logistic process necessary, the logistic authority
and responsibility of commanders of unified commands are expanded to authorize them to utilize
all facilities and supplies of all forces assigned to their command as necessary for the accom-
plishment of their missions under the approved war plan being implemented. The responsibilities
of each of the Services for logistic support of its own forces in a unified command are defined,
together with the method by which the unified commander exercises coordination in JCS Publica-
tion 2. Experiences in the Vietnam conflict have given further evidence of the soundness of these
responsibilities, authorities, and relationships. Any potential change in these relationships ne-
cessitated through the introduction of DSA distribution points in overseas areas should be thor-
oughly evaluated in coordination with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the military departments.

e. When DSA was established in 1962, its original charter restricted its operations to the
United States. The current DOD Directive 5105.22, dated 9 December 1965, retains this restric-
tion in force by stating that ""DSA operations will be conducted within the United States, excluding
Alaska and Hawaii except as specifically extended by the Secretary of Defense."

f. In its report "Progressive Refinement of Integrated Supply Management' (PRISM), pub-
lished in March 1965, a study group convened by the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations
and Logistics) (ASD(I&L)) recommended in part:

"C-19 That the DSA re-study its depot distribution system requirements to
include the following considerations:
"...(f) The possibility that DSA centralized depot stockage should be
established in principal overseas areas for the support of all forcesdeployed.. ..
"G-5 OSD establish the applicability of SSDs3 to support overseas
forces."

The report contained no detailed discussion or analyses of pros and cons. It did state: "Four
separate pipelines for DSA managed items are maintained to support forces overseas."” It
menticned ""opportunities for pipeline consolidation and system purification..." and stated:
"This review should examine the opportunities for shortened pipelines, increased efficiency and
reduction in inventory investment from a DOD-wide point of view which can be brought about by
location of DSA wholesale inventories in those areas where troop concentration will support it."
More recently, a finding of the Defense Inspection Service resulting from an inspection of DSA
in 1968 (report dated 12 February 1969) stated:

"There is a need to examine common item support responsibility for military
forces overseas, under conditions of both combat and peaceful occupation, with at-
tention to the feasibility and economies of establishing DSA distribution points beyond
the continental limits of the United States.”

$Under the Specialized Support Depot (88D) concept, DSA owns wholesale stocks at the Navy Supply Centers,
Norfolk and Oakland.
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Again there was no detailed discussion or analysis. One reason given was "duplication of storage
facilities for common supply." The examples given were the Marine Corps 3d Force Service
Regiment, the Army's Machinato Service Area in Okinawa, and the network of Army depot and
Air Force bases in Germany. A need was expressed for 'a uniform logistic system to provide
common item supply and service support under conditions of military operations, or those of
prolonged military occupation of a foreign country." It stated that DSA had special capabilities
"to provide a uniform logistic system for common item support."

3. ANALYSIS

a. Although the issue of establishing DSA distribution points overseas might, from the

backgsround in paragraph 2, appear to be dormant, there are indications that such a move may
be again under consideration.

b. The possible advantages forecasted for the overseas establishment of DSA distribution
points include reducing the number of pipelines and shortening pipelines to the using Services
(see paragraph 2). In evaluating overall pipeline economies, it is essential that pipelines be
identified specifically rather than in general terms so that a meaningful analysis can be made in
arriving at the advantages of one pipeline over another with all segments being considered.

Chapter III, paragraph 6, discusses DSA ard Service pipelines and the extent to which consolida-
tion and savings are possible.

c. The Common Supply System (CSS) plan would, if it included all DSA/General Services
Administration (GSA)/U.S. Army Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) items, be only a step
away from establishing a DSA distribution point overseas, the missing step being the assumption
of ownership of the CSS stock. In view of the above, it is important to consider the factors that
should be weighed prior to decisions concerning any such extensions of responsibilities. The
CSS being tested on Guam is discussed and analyzed in Chapter II and Appendix B.

d. In response to a Joint Logistics Review Board request for their views, the Services
commented on the advantages and disadvantages envisioned in extending the roles of DSA/GSA/
TACOM overseas to provide positioning and control of their respective stocks in lieu of one or
more Services being assigned common supply roles. As the following statements indicate, the

Services neither see a need for nor advantages resulting from extending the role of DSA, or other
integrated managers, to distribution of their materiel overseas.

(1) Army Comment

"There appear to be no significant advantages to extending DSA/GSA/TACOM
overseas for CSS as separate supply support entities in each CSS area. Unless there
is a plan for a DSA/GSA/TACOM consolidated CSS supply support activity, any econ-

omies which maX be possible should be more readily attainable through single service
responsibility."

(2) Navy Comment

"Extension of integrated managers to overseas areas would almost certain re-
sult in some duplication in facilities and staffing. Ii depots for these integrated man-
agers were established, they should result in reduction in the pipeline for their cus-
tomers, but would not eliminate the necessity for or-site stocks at the using activity.
There would be introduced, however, a new pipeline, i.e., form the CONUS source to
the newly established depot which, together with staifing and facilities requirements
would be likely to more than off-set reductions in pipeline costs. If DSA/GSA/TACOM
stocks were positioned, owned ard controlled at an existing Service depot, issue pro-
cedures for reporting and accounting would be estab:ished which would increase the

4Dcpartment of the Army, Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, Memorandum, subject: Common Supply System
(CSS), 10 November 1569.

217




COMMON SUPPLY

effort presently required for such functions under present concepts. No advantages can bz seen
in extending the role of the integrated managers into overseas areas."®

(3) Marine Corps Comment

"For Marine Corps posts/stations/camps, there are no signficiant advantages
or disadvantages. The additional supply sources that would be introduced would
cause no problem to them. Marine Corps requirements of these non-deployable
type activities are relatively stable, bvl comparatively small in volume. No assess-
ments can be made of the economy of acquiring and maintaining facilities by the
various integrated managers where none now exist, nor are needed.

"For Fleet Marine Forces, because of their mobile nature and inherent fast
reaction to deployment commitments, demands could be highly sporadic and integrated
managers could be hard-pressed to support organizations newly arrived in their geo-
graphic areas, or to dispose of stock no longer required because of deployments from
the area. Fleet Marine Force organizations would have to deal with multiple new
supply support for combat forres from a single Inventory Contro! Point and minimum
complexity of supply operaticas within the Fleet Marine Forces ihemselves."®

(4) Air Force Comment

"We do not concur in the extension of integrated item depots overseas. In the
modern environment of ADPE (Automatic Data Processing Equipment), AUTODIN
(Automatic Digital Network) and rapid modes of transportation, the economies of,
and the necessity for, overseas depots are more than ever before outdated by re-
sponsiveness to requirements, reduction in inventory, and control of excesses which
result from direct ICP support to the using installation."7

e. As noted in paragraph 2, a key consideration is the point at which the Services' opera-
tional logistic systems should take full control of integrated management items required for sup-
port of their forces. These vary from Service to Service depending on the mobility and state of
readiness of the forces concerned. These considerations and experiences in the Vietnam era
are discussed in Volume II and the Supply Management Monograph. A brief summary of these
systems with regard to distribution follows:

(1) Army. Army forces are supported by overseas depots that normally place their
requisitions on CONUS through in-theater inventory control centers. Although the plan is to re-
tain overseas stockage points, current trends are to reduce the range and depth of stocks they
carry, to place more reliance on airlift for resupply, and to bypass depots with direct CONUS-
to-user shipments insofar as possible. Experience during the Vietnam era, which again empha-
sized the need for coordinated control of the movement of supplies into the theater and for a
CONUS agency to act for the theater, resulted in the establishment of the Logistic Control Office,
Pacific. Such organizations will be needed in future contingencies to provide the required over-
all visibility of materiel movements and to enforce estublished priorities.

(2) Navy. The operating units of the fleet, whose locations change on short notice
within each ocean area and between areas, requisition all items, whether service-peculiar or
not, directly from the appropriate Naval Supply Center, Norfolk or Oakland, as do the mobile
support ships used for primary support of the fleet and the Naval Suppcrt Activities in Vietnam.
These are consolidated and shipped directly to units concerned via the mobile logistic force or
via an overseas location. Overseas Naval Supply Depots, which support the shore activities as

Spepartment of the Navy, Chief of Naval Operations, Memorandum, Serial 127941, subject: Common Supply,
24 October 1969.

GHeadquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, Memorandum, subject: JLRB Requirement No. 39, Common Supply Sys-
tem (CSS), 28 October 1969,
7llendqunrtcrs. U.S. Air Forve, Office of the Director of Supply and Services letter, subject: Common ;S‘E-
ply System (CSS), 8 October 1969.
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well as providing suppiementary support to operating units, also requisition for the most part
directly from Norfolk and Oakland.

{3) Air Force. The Air Force has no depots overseas. Appropriate stocks, includ-
ing integrated items, are carried at main operating bases, which requisition directly from the
inventory control points (ICPs). When forces were first deployed to Vietnam, forward operating
bases were established and were in turn supported by main operating bases in the Western Pa-
cific (WESTPAC). Later main operating bases were established in-country.

(4) Marines. The Marine supply system is tailored to the needs of mobility, rapid
deployment, and amphibious operations. Requisitions are placed on a single Marine ICP. Stocks
in readiness for emergency operations include integrated management items. In WESTPAC the
Fleet Marine Force of the Seventh Fleet is supported by the 3d Force Service Regiment on
Okinawa. Some of the supplies are obtained from the Army 2d Logistical Command through
Interservice Support Agreements. The bulk comes from the continental United States. Forces
in Vietnam are supported by the Force Logistics Command established for that purpose, which
submits requisitions through the regiment on Okinawa.

f. While the military logistics chiefs recognized that lhe distribution system from pro-
ducer to military user must at some point be oriented to support combat operations, no one has
identified what this point should be. As far as overseas support is concerned, the Services have
considered it both appropriate and inost effective that such support be channeled through their
respective supply systems. The proposition of extending the DSA distribution system overseas,
in effect, does away with the exclusive role of the Services in overseas areas and would result
in the distribution system of Integrated Materiel Managers extending further into the support op-
erations of the Services than has been the case in the past. The ramifications of restructuring
the roles and responsibilities of the Services and DSA in support of combat forces overseas are
many, but the most important aspects are responsiveness to military requirements, requirements
for security, impact on military resources, conflict in requir ents for local resources, and
command relationships.

g. DSA should decide whether its distribution system should be extended to overseas areas,
and how best to accomplish this extension. The decision should then be thoroughly evaluated in
coordination with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Military Departments. Such decisions must be
based on the factors mentioned. A sound evaluation of what economics would be achieved and

how responsiveness would be improved would also be primary considerations to be weighea in
making these decisions.

h. By establishing DSA distribution points in overseas areas, the Services would have, for
DSA-managed items, the benefits of reduced pipeline, reduced inventory investment, and possibly
some reduction in the need for facilities and management capability in overseas areas. The ef-
fects on the total DOD costs couldonly be determined cn a case-by-case basis. Furthermore,
DSA would face certain problems and difficulties. With respect to increasing the number of
storage locations for DSA materiel that are under the command of one of the Services, DSA has
found through ope.ational experience over the past 5 years that, from its point of view, the ad-
vantages are limited and actually many problems are created: (1) lack of clarity in command
relationship, (2) reduction in available stocks, (3) difficulty in maintaining balanced stocks, (4)
complications in requisitioning and stock accounting, (5) reduction in mobilization recadiness, and
(6) difficulty of increasing DSA's job. An increase in the number of distribution points requires
more intensive management review by the Defense Supply Centers to maintain stock at satisfac-
tory levels at all points. Another very severe problem making DSA's job more difficult is that
of systems interface. The ADP programs and systems of the Services are not totally compaltible
with those of DSA. Also, the procedures and standards of performance may differ between the
Services and DFA.8

sl)ofvmw Supply Ageney, Memorandum, subject: Marine Corps Stockage, 3 May 1968,
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i. Bearing on the decision to extend DSA distribution systems to overseas areas are the
trends in the distribution and stocking of materiel overseas that have come about in recent years.
For example, based on Vietnam experience, it is expected that the range and depth of stock car-
ried overseas will be greatly reduced. With this action, a corresponding reduction in reliance
on overseas depots should follow. To accomplish these improvements, certain designated com-
modities and infrequently demanded items will be supported by means of air, thereby reducing
the need fcr theater stockage. As logistic distribution systems are developed to exploit the ap-
plication of containers in the movement and storage of supplies, stocks overseas and reliance on
overseas depots will be further reduced.

j- In brief, any decision concerning the establishment of DSA distribution points overseas
should be preceded by an evaluation of relative, procedural difficulties and effects on military
readiness. Specifically, the extension of DSA into areas of actual or potential combat is consid-
ered militarily undesirable. DSA would represent a fourth component having to coordinate and
participate at all levels of command, and would be an additional claimant in theaters of operation
for manpower, real estate, facilities, communications, and transportation resources. In combat
areas, the Services desire to hold the organizational complexities and support and security re-
quirements to 2 minimum. Whereas DSA distribution points in Hawaii or England might be jus-
tifiable, their location in Vietnam or potential combat areas in Europe could pose military prob-
lems that would far exceed potential economic advantages. In any case, changes should be made
in peacetime and not during a combat pericd when such turbulence would further complicate a
logistic system which is already operating under stress.

4. CONCLUSIONS
a. DSA distribution points should not be located in combat areas (paragraph 3).

b. If the DSA believes that it can provide more responsive and economical support through
the establishment of DSA Zistribution points in overseas locations for selected items, as part of
the DSA wholesale distribution system, the Directcr of DSA should request the Secretary of De-
fense for the required authority (paragraph 3).

c. Prior to a decision to establish DSA distribution points overseas, the proposal should
be thoroughly evaluated in coordination with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the military depart-
ments for military considerations such as responsiveness to military requirements, require-
ments for security, impact on military resources, conflict in requirements for local resources,
and command relationships (paragraph 3).
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

1. OVERVIEW

a. Of the approximately 4 million integrated line items of supply in the Department of
Defense inventory, slightly over 1.8 million are managed by the Defense Supply Agency, 69,000
by the General Services Administration, and 53,000 (from a total of 60,000 items) by the U.S.
Army Tank Automotive Command. The items considered for common supply support fall within
these integrated items.

b. The conditions under which common supply should be extended and the range of items
that should be supported in this manner involve key decisions that require consideration of all
the factors that influence the responsiveness, effectiveness, and economy of the resultant sys-
tems. Considerable experience has been gained in the application of common supply during the

Vietnam era. This experience has been reviewed and analyzed to derive considerations and
criter:a of importance to future decisions in this area.

c. Among the facts and observations developed during this study regarding experiences of
common items support in Vietnam, the foilowing appear to be of greatest significance:

(1) Prior to the buildup, administrative and logistic support was provided to U.S.
military advisors in Vietnam by the Navy as administrative agent to the Military Assistance
Advisory Group. By 1 January 1965, support had been extended to the U.S. Military Assistance
Command, Vietnam. This support included subsistence items, a list of common items that were
primarily administrative and housekeeping in nature, and requisitioning services.

(2) The contingency plans of the Commander in Chief, Pacific, contained provisions
for common supply to be furnished in Vietnam by the Army 180 days after activation of the plan.
As events transpired, however, the contingency plans were modified with the result that common
support was provided by the Navy in I Corps Tactical Zone and by the Army in the II, III and IV
Corps Tactical Zones. Although the plans of the Commander in Chief, Pacific, for introduciag
common supply into the combat area were eventually changed, they were basically sound.

(3) No single prescribed list of items to be supported through common supply ex-
isted in Vietnam. A list of some 3,500 items was developed by the Navy in 1965 and served as a
starting point for both the Army and the Navy. Changes to the list were made from time to time,
but none of the lists that were developed, where common use was a criterion, constituted more
than a relatively small portion of the tutal line items stocked by the Services in Vietnam.

(4) To the extent that the performance of Service supply systems was affected by
delays in coastruction of facilities, personnel deficiencies, and other in-country vperating diffi-
culties, common supply performance was equally affected. Further, common supply was inhibited
by procedural problems and incompatibilities hetween Service supply systems. A constant issue
has been whether common-service or cross-service funding would be used. Where common sup-
port was unsatisfactory, activities relied on their Service supply systems, making it more diffi-
cult for supporting activities to improve performance siuce they could not compile valid demand
data and establish appronriate stock levels.

(5) Because of inadequate data, no economic yardstick is available to measure the
savings or costs attribulable to common supply in Vietnam.

d. The most significant facts and vbservaiions developed during this study concerning the
common supply system recently implemented on Guam are as follows:
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(1) The system for support of common items as currently being operated on Guam
is feasible. As to the degree of support that can be expected, it is believed that a satisfactory
issue effectiveness can be maintained.

(2) Between Naval Supply Depot, Guam, and Andersen Air Force Base, there are
86,526 integrated items stocked on Guam. Over 5,000 of these items have been identified as
common toboth Services—8 percent of the total of the integrated items stocks.

(3) Based upon only 4 months of experience, sufficient time has not elapsed for the
operation to stabilize. The requisitioning volume from the Air Force is short of projections,
and it is doubtful that the exye :ted monthly volume of 5,000 will be reached. Of the 3,195 de-
mands received, 2,464 issues were made from stock for an issue effectiveness of 77 percent.

(4) The increased workload costs and the added stock investment costs of some
$5C0,000 projected by Naval Supply Depot, Guam, have been increased. Common supply on Guain
is resulting in an overall increase in workload, investment, and transportation costs.

(5) Problems have been encountered in the interface between the Air Force stock
control system, which is highly mechanized, and Naval Supply Depot, Guam, system, which is
partially mechanized. The automated data output by the Air Force computer of requisition
modifiers, cancellations, or follow-up requests must be manually processed by Naval Supply
Depot, Guam.

(8) Because of recent personnel cutbacks, there are indications that the ability of
the supporting activity to cope with emergency requirements of its requisitioners may not be
sufficiently timely even if the supporting activity has stock available.

e. A survey of 243,756 integrated items carried by large Army, Navy, and Air Force ac-
tivities in Japan showed that only 2.5 percent were coimnmon to the three Services and the highest
degree of commonality between two Services (Army/Navy) was 9 percent. This item profile
compares closely with that found on Guam. Further, preliminary investigation indicates that
time and distance factors will complicate common supply applications in Japan.

f. The information and observations gathered during this study concerning common medi-
cal supply is as follows:

(1) 1n 1968 the Army, in response to a request from the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, conducted a Common Medical Supply Study to determine the most advantageous arrange-
ment for providing medical materiel support for all Services in South Vietnam, Thailand, Korea,
Japan, and Okinawa. The study sought to determine whether requisitions from all Services for
common medical supplies should be routed through Army Medical Supply channels in Vietnam
and Okinawa.

(2) The study resulted in no change to the existing support pattern in Vietnam, Thai-
land, and Japan, where eiach Service provides its own medical supply support. The Common
Medical Supply System was adopted in Korea and Okinawa, with the Army depots in these two
countries designated to support the installations of the other Services commencing in 1970.

(3) In brief, in Okinawa and Korea the study indicated that fewer requisitions will be
forwarded to the continental United States, butk shipments will increase, and the source of sup-
ply willbe closer to the user. Converseciy, an increased investment in inventory will be required,
a net increase in operating costs will result, and personnel strengths will be modestly increased.

g. A considerable amount of support was provided through the use of Interservice Support
Agreements. These agreements, essentially contracts specifying explicit responsibilities of and
relationships between the command being supported and the supporting command, were flexible
and could be altered on relatively short notice when conditions changed. Based on those agree-
ments for which data are available, more than 800, withanestimated value of $376 million, were
in effect in the Pacific Command at the end of FY 69. Approximately 65 percent of these agree-
ments were concerned with supply support.
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h. The preceding paragraphs have provided a bricef overview of common supply systems
implemented during the Vietnam era. The two succeeding paragraphs summarize the lessons
learned relative to the two issues addressed by the monograph: the applicatioa of common supply
systems in overseas areas, and the establishment of Defense Supply Agency distribution points

overseas. The recommendations developed by the Board in the area of common supply are also
presented.

2. CRITERIA FOR COMMON SUPPLY IN OVERSEAS AREAS

a. Lessons Learned

(1) Common supply support of high-density item: :th predictable demand, such as
subsistence and selected items of packaged and bulk petroleum, oil, and lubricants was generally
performed effectively in Vietnam. Evidence exists that other high-volume items uced by two or
more Services, such as selected items of construction material, could have been suprlied more
efficiently had common supply procedures been used (see Construction Monograph).

(2) The factors that affected the performance of Service suprly systems in-country
equally affected common supply performance. As a result, performance on housekeeping items
and repair parts was varied and often unsatisfactory. Although contributing factors can be iden-
tified (e.g., insufficievt trained personnel, inadequate automatic data processing equipment, and
permissive requisitiuning procedures), insufficient cost and performance data were recorded in
Vietnam to permil valid evaluation of the relative effectiveness and efficiency of the common
supply systems thot were established in-theater.

(3) Preliminary indications are that the support of common items on Guam under the
common system is satisfactory. It is resulting, however, in increased investment costs, addi-
tional workload, and other costs associated with conimon supply support, withcut evidence of sig-

nificant economic benefits being realized. No justification is seen for extending common supply
to include items used only by one Service.

(4) Trends in the reduction of overseas stockage, with increased reiiance on airlift,
improved communications, and developments 1n logistic distribution systems that exploit the ap-
plication of containers in the movement and storage of supplies, will have considerable influence
on the performance and economics of future common supply systems.

(5) Applications of common supply systems should be determined on a case-by-case
basis after detailed analysis of the costs associated with increased investments, multiple proc-
essing of requisitions, additional handling, and transportation as related to supply responsiveness.

(6) Experience has shown that common supply offers an opportunity to provide effec-
tive and economical support of military activities overseas where it is limited to integrated
management items that have high, stable, predictable demands, amount to large bulk and tonnage,
and are used by two or more services. Ciear-cut examples of such ilems are subsistence, se-
lected items of petroleum, cil, and lubricants, and common construction material.

(7) The Services should jointly develop a list of common supply items that indicates
acceptable substitutes to be published in a common supply item catalog; jointly establish and

agree to common suppl and funding procedures; and require use of common supply as a normal
procedure, wherever implemented.

(8) In combat or contingency situations involving joint operations, the commander of
a unified command should select in advance the Service or Services to be responsible for common
supply following the dominant user principle. As the commander of a unified command and as au-
thorized by JCS Publication 2 (Articles 30603 and 30605), the Commander in Chief, Pacific's
designation of cominon supply responsibilities in Vietnam followed this principle.

(9) A prerequisite in contingency situations to efficient common supply support is
lead time for implementation. The decision to implement must be {irm and reached at an early
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date; however, in many fast developing situations, the phase-over to common supply may be pro-
grammed as late as 180 days from the date of the decision.

(10) Supply support of some military activities in a given geographical location where
common supply has not been established can be accomplished through Interservice Support
Agreements, a flexible mzans of making local support arrangements.

b. Recommendations

(CS-1) Common supply overseas be applied to a definitive list of items, substitutes
included, jointly developed by the Services; that common supply be implemented with a jointly
prepared set of common supply and funding procedures; that it be used as a normal procedure
whenever implemented; that implementation in both peacetime and emergencies be at the direc-
tion of commanders of unified commands following the principles of JCS Publication 2, Section 6,
in assigning responsibility for common supply to Services; that commanders of unified commands
tailor implementations as to items to be supported, designate the Service or Services to provide
such support, and schedule the phasing-in of common supply in times of emergency; and that
the specific determinations made regarding commor. supply support during emergencies be in-
cluded in appropriate contingency plans.

(CS-2) In jointly developing a catalog of integrated manager items to be supplied
under common supply procedures, the Services categorize such items as follows:

(a) Category I-Items that have high, stable, predictable demands, amount to

large bulk and tonnage, and are used by two or more Services in the overseas area being con-
sidered.

(b) Category II—Items that are used by two or more Services but do not meet
the stable and high-demand criteria of Category I.

(c) Category III-Items that are used by only one Service in the overseas area
being considered.

(CS-3) When jointly deciding whether integrated manager items should be included
in a common supply system, the Services utilize the following decision rules:

(a) All Category I items should normally uve included in the com.non supply
system.

{b) All Category II items should be carefully reviewed to determine which
items must be included in the common supply system being established, with due consideration

being given to the significance of the costs involved and to the impacts on normal Service supply
procedures.

(c) All Category III items should normally be excluded from the common sup-
ply system.

(CS-4) The commanders of unified commands and appropriate service commands,
in carrying out their responsibilities for providing and arranging supply support of their forces
in peacetime or during war, use the following criteria for initiating common supply:

(a) Mission performance of activities supported will be improved.
(b) Common supply economies override additional costs at local level.

(c) Resources are sufficient to provide the required support.

(d) Time and distance factors do not adversely affect performance.
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(e) Considerable backhauls will not be involved.
(f) Likely contingencies will not require a change.

(CS-5) In addition to common supply as directed by the commanders of unified com-
mands, the Services be encouraged by the commanders of unified commands to augment common
supply support through the use of Interservice Support Agreements where a potential exists
among individual Service activities for this type of support.

(CS-6) The Office of the Secretary of Defense reject the concept of providing over-
seas support for the full range of Defense Supply Agency/General Services Administration/U.S.
Army Tank Automotive Command items through common supply systems.

3. ESTABLISHMENT OF DSA DISTRIBUTION POINTS OVERSEAS

Lessons Learned. The control and coordination of logistics systems required in a combat
theater and the need to orient distribution systems to the peculiar operational requirements of
each Service was clearly established. This experience and the considerations of the Board re-
garding support of military forces overseas have led to the following conclusions:

(1) DSA distribution points should not be established in combat areas.

(2) If the DSA believes that it can provide more responsive and economical support
through the establishment of DSA distribution points in overseas locations for selected items,
as part of the DSA wholesale distribution system, the Director of DSA should request the Secre-
tary of Defense for the required authority.

(3) Prior to a decision to establish DSA distribution points overseas, the proposal
should be thoroughly evaluated in coordination with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Military De-
partments for military considerations such as responsiveness to military requirements, re-
quirements for security, impact on military resources, conflict in requirements for local re-
sources, and command relationships.
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APPENDIX A
COMMON SUPPLY SYSTEM-VIETNAM

1. INITIATION OF COMMON SUPPLY SUPPORT

a. Common supply support in Vietnam began with the introduction of U.S. Military Assist-
ance Advisory Groups (MAAGs) and the assignment of logistic responsibilities in 1962 to the
Navy as the designated administrative agency to provide logistic support to the MAAGs. As ad-
visory forces grew, the support tasks grew well beyond that of a normal administrative agency.
As of 1 January 1965, these responsibilities were carried out under the Secretary of the Navy
through the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) fleet chain of command. Under the Commander,
Service Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet (COMSERVPAC), the Headquarters Support Activity, Saigon
(HSAS) was charged '""to provide administrative and logistic support to the Headquarters, U.S.
Military Assistance Command, Vietnam; U.S. Military Assistance Advisorf Group, Vietnam; and
other activities and units as designated by the Chief of Naval Operations."

b. Common supply items were issued directly to Army, Air Force, and Marine Corps units
as well as to the staff of Commander USMACV {(COMUSMACYV) and the senior logistics advisor in
the four corps tactical zones (CTZs) for further distribution to advisors in the field.

c. The items supplied included Class I (subsistence), Class IIF (clothing), and Class IIE

(general supplies) and were composed of about 3,500 items that were primarily housekeeping,
maintenance, and administrative items.

d. As the commander of a unified command, the Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC)
was ''responsible for effective coordinatad supply support within his command," and ''responsible
that stated requirements for categories of items of common supply cover the needs of the forces,
and that duplications are eliminated."2 The CINCPAC contingency plan required that the Com-
manders in Chief of the U.S. Army Pacific (CINCUSARPAC), the Pacific Fleet (CINCPACFLT),
and the Pacific Air Force (CINCPACAF) provide their own common item support for the initial
180-day time frame and the CINCUSARPAC provide such support after this period. Within 45
days after implementing the plan, CINCPAC's component commanders were required to furnish
their common item supply requirements for forces in the operatioaal area for 180 days. COM-
USMACYV was charged with coordinating the provisions of these supplies with CINCUSARPAC.

e. Rather than implementing the contingency plan, a strategy of graduated military actions
was adopted. Logistic support workloads were assigned to adapt to Service needs and capabili-
ties. Primary logistics functions in the northermost CTZ in South Vietnam, for example, were
given to CINCPACFLT because the combat forces in that zone were predominantly Marines. The
Army was assigned those functions in the other three zones.3 On 24 April 1965, CINCPAC or-
dered his operations plans changed and directed that military logistics in the I CTZ be accom-
plished by using Nzxy resources and that operational plans be modified a.ccordingly.4 Tasks as-
signed included providing for the "operation of base supply depot(s) for common-item support."
It was directed, that ""Port and depot operations in Saigon continue under HSA Saigon until such
time as responsibility is transferred to Army Log Command."

lSecretary of the Navy, Notice 5450, Headquarters Support Activity Saigon, Establishment of, 18 June 1962.

2Joint Chiefs of Staff, Publication 2, Unl!iela Actlon Irmé Forces wﬂfxf‘s (U), November 1959, Articles
30603, 30605 (CONFIDENTIAL).

3General Westmoreland and Admiral Sharp, Report on the War in Vietnam, 30 June 1968, p. 55.

4Commander in Chief, Pacific, Message 2419457 April 1965.
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f. On 14 May 1965, CNO requested that the Army assume operations at Da Nang and com-

mon supply support at such time as they could be prepared.> The Department of the Army sup-
ported the CINCPAC decision.5

g. Support of the I CTZ by HSAS continued until October 1965, when responsibility ws
assumed by the Naval Support Activity (NSA) Da Nang, which was established at that time to
conduct military logistics support operations at ports and beaches for support of U.S. forces and
attached third-country forces in the I CTZ.7

h. Common supply in the II, III, and IV CTZs continued to be furnished by the Navy on into
1966, As the Army Logistical Command gained capabilities, the decision was made in late 1965
to effect transfer of support responsibilities in these CTZs to the Army. A phased transfer to
the First Logistical Command started in the fall, with the final turnover of responsibilities for
common supply being effected on 1 April 1966.

2. SINGLE SUPPLY SYSTEM PLAN

a. Common supply as it evolved during 1965 and 1966 was continued by the Army using the
same list of 3,500 items developed by the Navy for support to the other Services. However,
other plans for common supply were being contemplated in Washington to formalize and expand
the common supply concept. Under the auspices of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, a "'Study of Respon-
sive Logistics Support for Combined Operations in the Republic of Vietnam'' was conducted in
1965. It recommended the establishment of a single supply system in Vietnam for common item
support to all U.S., Republic of Vietnam (RVN) (above RVN Armed Forces depot level), and third-
country forces. This system was to be established and operated by the U.S. Army and backed up
by an expanded offshore Army tacility in Okinawa. Additionally, the concept recommended that
funding be on a common-service (nonreimbursable) basis.

b. These recommendations were passed to the Secretary of Defense, who approved them
in November 1965. The Army was tasked with developing appropriate plans for a single supply
system. The initial plan was approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and submitted to the Secretary
of Defense in March 1966. It called for implementation in four phases to be executed over a 12-
month period.

(1) Phase I cunstituted the takeover of existing common supply mission in Vietnam.

(2) Phase II provided for common medical support in II, IlI, and IV CTZs by the
Army and for support of Army medical requirements in I CTZ.

(3) Phase I provided for the incremental expansion of common supply to include an
increased number of Defense Supply Agency (DSA)/General Services Administration (GSA)/U.S.
Army Task Automotive Command (TACOM) items and additional items of medical materiel.

(4) Phase IV tasked the Army to assume inventory management for all common sup-
ply assets in the I CTZ.

c. Although Phase IV would make the Army the sole source of common supply items in the
1 CTZ, the Marine Corps Force Logistics Command and NSA Da Nang would both continue, with
the latter concentrating on peculiar Navy support.

d. Common servicing (reimbursable) was the means selected to handle the financial as-
pects of the plan.

SChief of Naval Operetions, Message 141904Z May 1965, Operations of Ports in RVN (U), (CONFIDENTIAL).
6Departmem of the Army, Message 719062 15 June 1965, Operations of Ports In , (CONFIDENTIAL).
TSecretary of the Navy, Notice 5450, U.S. Naval Support Activity, ang, Republic of Vietnam: establish-

ment of, 17 July 1965.
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e. The range of items was limited to approximately 25,000, all in commodities managed
by DSA and GSA.

f. Objections to various aspects of the common supply plan were raised by the other
Services. The Marine Corps opposed the plan and disagreed with the assumptions that a cen-
tralized, single, integrated supply system would be more effective and superior in meeting the
common item requirements of all the Services or that an integrated system such as that en-
visaged is more responsive to combat needs of the Marine Corps. They proposed:

(1) Maximum feasible use of cross-servicing in accordance with currently approved
basic principles of logistic support (JCS Publication 3, paragraph 2c).

(2) Adherence to the established tenet that any consolidation of facilities and serv-
ices must not extend to the point where it deprives operational units of the support essential to
their operational mobility and effectiveness (JCS Publication 3, paragraph 2h).

(3) That Service funding procedures be respected.

g. Both the Navy and the Marine Corps preferred cross-service funding arrangements.
The Army was oriented by policy toward common-service funding and was not geared to handle
cross-service funding at the direct support unit level. Both the Navy and Marine Corps strongly
opposed having NSA Da Nang relieved of its common supply support mission. In early July 1966,
CINCPACFLT recommended that the shifting of common supply support in I CTZ be reevaluated
and expressed the belief that implementation of the plan would cause disruptions in overall sup-
port and lead to a potential lessening of effectiveness of the existing supply systems. On the
other hand, COMUSMACYV believed that the existing system would provide the most responsive
short-term logistic support for I CTZ, but not the most ecoromical for responsive long-term
support systems. After a review of CINCPACFLT and COMUSMACYV recommendations, CINC-
PAC stated: "I CTZ is being served responsibly by the Navy supply system in an increasingly
expanding and efficient manner." He went on to point out that the Navy was geared to support
the Marines, the principal force in the I CTZ, and that there was no tangible evidence that the
extension of the II, III, and IV CTZ common supply system to the I CTZ would provide more
economy and responsiveness in the long run. CINCPAC also had serious ¢-ubt that transship-
ment through Okinawa or any other offshore base could provide better supply services to RVN
without substantial buildup of facilities and personnel.

"Troop strengths in I CTZ are at levels which produce volume requirements
which can be satisfied most economically by ocean shipping direct from CONUS.
Navy requisition channels flow directly from NSA DaNang to CONUS...Supply serv-
ice to DaNang using the Navy system has been highly responsive. The result has
been a high percentage of {ill by required delivery dates. Changeover to DA Common
Supply System would, at best, involve a period of dislocation and attendant loss of
efficiency which would inevitably hazard the capability of our troops to fight."8

h. In December 1966, the Secretary of Defense reviewed the plan and positici of the vari-
ous commands in the Pacific and concluded that required procedures for operating integrated
depots in RVN were not sufficiently advanced to accommodate a large expansion in commor. sup-
ply at that time. Until further planning could be accomplished and the I CTZ assignment could
be shifted to the Army, the Navy was to continue to provide I CTZ support. Also, he directed
that future planning should provide for depot issue on a reimbursable basis.

i. A modified expansion plan submitted in accordance with instructions for the approval of
the Secretary of Defense in March 1968 was denied for implementation at that time. The reasons

8Commander in Chief, Pacific, Command History, 1967, Annex A, U.S. Military Assistant Command, Viet-
nam (U), 16 September 1968, p. 711 (TOP SECRET).
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for denial were contained in a memorandum to the Sccretary of the Army,9 dated 31 May 1968,
among which were:

('1) The disruptive effect such an expansion would generate.

(2) The reported poor response experienced by the Air Force for common supply
items in the II, I, and IV CTZ.

(3) The continued low-demand satisfaction provided by the 1st Logistical Ccmmand
depots.

j. Common supply, as it existed in Vietnam at the end of 1969, amounted to a continuation
of the ingerim arrangements set up in 1966 among the Services for the support of common items.

3. COMMON SUPPLY SUPPORT IMPLEMENTATION. With the division of supply support re-
sponsibilities in Vietnam between the Navy in I CTZ and the Army in II, Ill, and IV CTZs, there
were really two separate common supply systems in operation. In principle, both operated in
the same manner, although the range of items that were eventually supplied differed greatly.

a. Army Implementation. The basic HSAS list of 3,500 common supply items was used
initially by the Army as the basis of common supply in the II, III, and IV CTZs. How many of
these items were actually supplied and how many each service had an interest ir. cannot be
clearly established due to data inconsistencies. It can be established, however, from recent
data, that not all of the 3,500 itemswere continually stocked by the three depots from which com-
mon items were issued. Between July and December 1968, statistics indicate that the average
number of common items stocked ranged between 2,550 and 2,650. Reports during May and June
1969 showed the following common supply items as being stocked at Long Binh, Cam Ranh Bay,
and Qui Nhon:10

Month Long Binh Cam Ranh Bay Qui Nhon
June 1,842 2,488 2,549
May 2,112 2,487 1,790

b. Navy Implementation

(1) The common supply support rendered by NSA Da Nang for the I CTZ grew and
fluctuated as customers and demand patterns changed. Provisions (Class I) were provided pri-
marily in the beginning. Steps were taken to construct storage facilities and obtain stocks using,
as a basis, the HSAS list of 3,500 common items. By 23 March<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>